Animals commonly approach (i.e. 'inspect') potential predators. Glowlight tetras, Hemigrammus erythrozonus, have previously been shown to inspect the combined chemical and visual cues originating from novel predators and to modify their inspection (approach) behaviour depending upon the predator's diet. We conducted two experiments to determine whether tetras would inspect the chemical cues of injured prey or the dietary cues of a novel predator in the absence of any visual cues. Shoals of glowlight tetras were exposed to either distilled water (control) or the skin extract of swordtail (lacking ostariophysan alarm pheromones) or the skin extract of tetra (with alarm pheromones). There was no significant difference in the frequency of predator inspection behaviour towards swordtail or tetra skin extract compared to the distilled water controls. In the second experiment, we exposed shoals of tetras to either distilled water or the odour of Jack Dempsey cichlids, Cichlasoma octofasciatum, which had been food deprived, or fed a diet of swordtails or tetras. There was no significant difference in the frequency of predator inspection behaviour towards the odour of the starved cichlids and the odour of the fed cichlids in either of the two diet treatments. However, when tetras were exposed to the odour of cichlids fed tetras, they took significantly longer to initiate an inspection visit, remained further from the source of the chemical cues and inspected in smaller groups, compared with the odour of a starved cichlid or a cichlid fed swordtails. These data strongly suggest that tetras will inspect chemical cues alone, but only if the cue contains information about the predator.
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Many prey fish will approach a potential fish predator, especially a novel predator, at a distance. Such predator inspection behaviour is characterized by a tentative, saltatory approach towards and withdrawal from the predator, either alone or in groups (Dugatkin & Godin 1992a; Pitcher 1992). Predator inspection is an inherently risky behaviour, as it entails the approach, often within a few body lengths, towards a predator (Dugatkin & Godin 1992a; Milinski et al. 1997 ). As such, there must be significant benefits associated with inspecting potential predators for such behaviour to evolve and be maintained within a population. Several benefits associated with predator inspection behaviour have been demonstrated, including visual alarm signalling (Smith & Smith 1989; Murphy & Pitcher 1997) , predator deterrence (Magurran 1990; Godin & Davis 1995a, b) and the preferential mate selection of inspecting males by females (Godin & Dugatkin 1996) . One of the main benefits associated with this behaviour pattern is information acquisition (sensu Dugatkin & Godin 1992a; Pitcher 1992; Smith 1997), whereby individual prey acquire information regarding local predation risk (Dugatkin & Godin 1992a; Pitcher 1992; Brown & Godin 1999a) . By inspecting potential predators, prey can assess the likelihood of an attack (Licht 1989; Murphy & Pitcher 1997) or acquire the recognition of a novel predator (Brown & Godin 1999a) .
Predator inspection behaviour can be based on a variety of sensory modalities. Inspection based on visual cues is well documented. Licht (1989) demonstrated that Trinidadian guppies, Poecilia reticulata, could differentiate between hungry and satiated predators based on the predator's posture. Murphy & Pitcher (1997) demonstrated that European minnows, Phoxinus phoxinus, modified their behaviour following an inspection visit of a predator, depending upon the predator's behaviour. Predator cues, such as its behaviour or posture, can be considered as unreliable (sensu Smith 1997), because they could easily be manipulated by the predator.
